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REPLY BRIEF PURSUANT TO 37 C.F.R. §1,193 

This Reply Brief is being filed in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed on 
October 4, 2004. 

In the Examiner's Answer the Examiner proposed a different claim grouping than 
that summarized in the Appeal Brief Appellants do not contest the alternative grouping 
proposed by the Examiner. 

Appellants have carefully reviewed the Examiner's argimients and the response to 
the arguments advanced in the Appeal Brief Appellants maintain that the Wong et al. 
reference cannot render the claims obvious. This is true even if combined with the 
teachings of the "definitions" advanced by the Examiner. Appellants understand that the 
"definitions" were advanced to substantiate what the Examiner contends is well-known in 
the art. However, these definitions cannot be used to provide elements simply missing 
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from the primary reference, and certainly not when the combination is contrary to the 
structure and function of the primary reference system itself. 

The Examiner argues that the well-known knowledge of Domain Name Systems 
and Domain Name Systems Servers would lead one skilled in the art to provide a data 
communications control system in place of the medical image server 12 of Wong et al. 
In doing so, the Examiner repeatedly oversimplifies the claimed data communication 
control system as providing "uniform and rapid distribution between client workstation 
(see: column 7, lines 10-14) [sic]." The examiner would then base the replacement on 
the fact that "the operation of the of the Internet includes dialing up an Internet service 
provider (remote service provider) via modem to connect a network using the same 
communication protocols to pass information to and from each other." See, Examiner's 
Answer, page 19, Response to Arguments. 

This argumentation misses the mark on at least two counts. Firstly, the data 
conraiunications control system recited in the claims performs more than simple uniform 
and rapid distribution between a client workstation and the Internet. The Examiner's 
rejection must be based upon all of the recitations contained in the claims, and not a 
simplification of the function of the data communications control system. Secondly, as 
argued in the Appeal Brief, the Internet service provider argued by the Examiner is not 
analogous to a remote service provider as recited in the claims. The claims simply cannot 
be interpreted v^thout any reference or connection whatsoever to the specification. The 
remote service provider intended by the claims is clearly one that provides more than 
simply Internet access. 

As also pointed out in the Appeal Brief, the present invention makes use of a data 
communications control system where none existed in the prior art. Indeed, if the 
operations of such a data communications control system were so well-knovm in the art, 
one would expect to find such systems throughout hospitals and other medical 
institutions. Such is not the case. Prior to the invention, to the knowledge of the 
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Appellants, medical facilities used separate modems or comiections for individual pieces 
of equipment. If a piece of equipment was incapable of such separate connectivity, it 
simply could not be remotely serviced. The equipment did not include coordinated 
communication by virtue of a conmiunications control system tied to an internal data 
communications network. 

As also pointed out in the Appeal Brief, the replacement of the medical image 
server 12 of Wong et al. with a Domain Name Systems server is antithetical to the 
teachings of Wong et al, particularly regarding the connection and operation of the 
medical image server. Appellants would direct the Board's attention to pages 10, 1 1 and 
12 of the Appeal Brief as regards claim 1 . Similar arguments may be made with respect 
to the other independent claims. This point does not appear to have been directly 
addressed by the Examiner in the Examiner's Answer. 

Regarding a particular feature of claim 32, that is, the automatic access of client 
data including data indicative of a location of a mobile client, the Examiner argues that 
even an e-mail address would read on the recitation. Appellants disagree. Appellants 
believe that a fair reading of the claim, particularly in light of the specification, would 
teach one skilled in the art that the access to the client data which is recited in the claim 
would provide information relating to the actual location of the mobile client. Simple 
reasoning is compelling on this point. If the Examiner assumes that a mobile client's 
address is an e-mail address, this location would apparently not change even if the client 
is mobile. In other words, there would be no reason to obtain a location of a mobile 
client if the location were always the same. Some meaning must be breathed into these 
recitations. Appellants submit that the Board should do so by simple reference to the 
specification. Appellants submit that the "broadest reasonable interpretation" made by 
the Examiner is simply not reasonable. 

The foregoing are only reiterative points regarding the reasons why the pending 
claims are allowable. Appellants rely upon all of the reasons advanced in the Appeal 
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Brief, and respectfully request that the Board carefully review the claims in view of these 
arguments and indicate the allowability of the claimed subject matter. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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